The Nepal government announced a cabinet meeting to be held at base camp on Mount Everest at the end of November ... to highlight the problem of melting glaciers in the area.
Meanwhile, a group of 50 African countries boycotted a number of technical meetings on the second day at Barcelona in protest against the insufficient commitments made by the wealthier countries so far. They rejoined the negotiations on the following day, but still insisted that the current commitments from the EU, Australia, Canada, and other developed nations were insufficient.
The Danish Minister for Climate and Energy, Connie Hedegaard, anxious to preside over a successful meeting at Copenhagen, cracked the whip at the Barcelona negotiations. "Your job is now to create clear options for politicians, clear options across the building blocks, in order for ministers to decide in Copenhagen," Hedegaard said on the first day of the negotiations. She put particular attention towards the efforts of the US: "We expect the United States to be able to deliver on one of the major challenges of our century," Hedegaard said. Noting that Obama will receive his Nobel prize on December 10 in nearby Oslo while the meeting is under way, she said: "It's very hard to imagine how the American President can receive the Nobel Prize and at the same time has sent an empty-handed delegation to Copenhagen." Several developing countries have used the surge in media attention for climate issues in the run-up to Copenhagen to draw attention to their particular plight. On the first day of the Barcelona negotiations, representatives of the Nepal government announced a cabinet meeting to be held at base camp on Mount Everest at the end of November, just ahead of the Copenhagen meeting. Nepal's minister for forest, soil and conservation said the stunt at 5,300 metres altitude was an attempt to highlight the problem of melting glaciers in the area.
The Nepalese idea appears to have been inspired by the global attention drawn by the Maldives government in October, when it held a cabinet meeting underwater, at the bottom of a lagoon, which demonstrated the threat to the entire country from rising sea levels.
Meanwhile, Angela Merkel had arrived in Washington where she and other European leaders discussed climate change with Barack Obama. The leaders issued a joint statement, saying: "Together, we will work towards an agreement that will set the world on a path of low-carbon growth and development, and aspires to a global goal of a 50 percent reduction of global emissions by 2050."
Merkel also gave a speech to Congress as the first German chancellor since Konrad Adenauer in 1957. "We have no time to lose," Merkel declared. While she acknowledged that no deal could be successful without the support of China and India, she said that, if a deal were struck, she was sure those two fast-growing economies could be persuaded to sign on.
Linking the challenges ahead to the fall of the Berlin Wall 20 years ago, which incidentally catapulted her into her political career, she said: "Today's generation needs to prove that it is able to meet the challenges of the 21st century, and that, in a sense, we are able to tear down walls of today."
Michael Gross is a science writer based at Oxford. He can be contacted via his web page at www.michaelgross.co.uk An influential report by the UN's Food and Agriculture Organisation (FAO), published in 2006, highlighted the contribution to greenhouse gas emissions that raising livestock entails. They believe 18 per cent of annual worldwide greenhouse gas emissions are attributable to cattle, buffalo, sheep, goats, camels, horses, poultry and pigs.
But a new analysis published in World Watch argues the production of livestock could contribute much higher levels of emissions. Robert Goodland, retired lead environmental adviser to the World Bank Group, and Jeff Anhang, an environmental specialist at the World Bank Group's International Finance Corporation, argue that replacing livestock products with better alternatives would be the best strategy for reducing overall greenhouse gas emissions.
The authors argue that just a 25 per cent reduction in livestock production between now and 2017 ... could lead to a 12.5 per cent reduction in global anthropogenic emissions by itself.
They highlight the effects of clearing forests to create the grazing land for the increasing global demand for meat. Growth in markets for livestock products is greatest in developing countries where forest is often cleared to create grazing land. "Rainforest normally stores at least 200 tons of carbon per hectare," they write. Replaced by grassland, the tonnage of carbon stored per hectare is reduced to eight, they say.
They argue that the FAO report does not count the annual greenhouse gas emission reductions from photosynthesis that are foregone by the loss of the forest and the 33 per cent of arable land used for growing animal feeds rather than leaving it to regenerate forest.
A report argues that farm animals are more of a climate problem than previously thought, writes Nigel Williams.
New concerns on livestock emissions
A key risk factor for climate change is the growth in the human population, projected to be about 35 per cent between 2006 and 2050. In the same period the FAO projects that the number of livestock worldwide will double, as will their emissions, while it is widely expected that emissions from other industries will drop, they say. "This would make the amount of livestock-related emissions even more unacceptable than today's perilous levels."
The authors argue that just a 25 per cent reduction in livestock production between now and 2017, the end of the commitment period to be discussed in Copenhagen this month, could lead to a 12.5 per cent reduction in global anthropogenic emissions by itself. This is almost as much as what is expected to be negotiated for industrial emissions in Copenhagen, they say.
And there is other high-profile backing for a reduction in meat consumption. Britain's Lord Stern, chair of the influential 2006 report on the costs of tackling global warming, in a recent interview with The Times, said: "Meat is a wasteful use of water and creates a lot of greenhouse gases. It puts enormous pressure on the world's resources."
"It is a fact that the production of meat can be relatively carbon intensive because of the energy used to rear and feed the animals and the methane emitted by livestock," he wrote in the paper. "It is particularly important that people should be provided with some other indication of 'carbon content', just as they are given details about the nutritional value or country of origin. For example, we surely now expect to be informed about the emissions of cars that we are able to buy."
He predicted that people's attitudes would evolve until meat-eating became unacceptable, the paper said.
"But it would be extremely counterproductive to try to dictate the choices that consumers can make," he wrote.
"I think it's important that people think about what they are doing and that includes what they are eating."
Lord Stern is a former chief economist at the World Bank and now professor of economics at the London School of Economics and chair of the Grantham Research Institute on Climate Change and the Environment. He told the paper he was deeply concerned that popular opinion had so far failed to grasp the scale of the measures needed to address climate change, or the importance of the UN meeting in Copenhagen.
"Home Secretary sacks chief adviser for saying many drugs are safer than alcohol" was the headline in The Times (31 October) to a story announcing that Alan Johnson had dismissed David Nutt, chairman of the UK's Advisory Council on the Misuse of Drugs (ACMD), and professor in neuropsychopharmacology at Imperial College London. The action came after Nutt publicly criticised the Government's decision to reclassify cannabis as a Class B drug, significantly increasing the penalties for possession and dealing.
Reporting that the action had been triggered by Nutt's comments during a talk at King's College, London, The Times recalled that he had caused alarm at the Home Office previously by suggesting the risks of taking ecstasy were no greater than those of frequent horse riding. In his letter to Nutt, Johnson said: "I cannot have public confusion between scientific advice and policy and have therefore lost confidence in your ability to advise me as chair of the ACMD". The gist of Nutt's reply was: "Whilst I accept that there is a distinction between scientific advice and government policy, there is clearly a degree of overlap. If scientists are not allowed to engage in the debate at this interface then you devalue their contribution to policymaking and undermine a major source of carefully considered evidence-based advice."
The Daily Mail amplified the story, with a photograph of Professor Nutt labelled "The Serial offender". It reminded readers that the then Home Secretary Jacqui Smith had reprimanded Nutt over his earlier comments and for "trivialising the dangers and health concerns of drugs and showing insensitivity to the families of victims of ecstasy."
The following day The Mail on Sunday muddied the waters further with three equally strong but disparate articles. The first was flagged with the words "Cannabis scandal expert admits: my children have taken Mediawatch: Bernard Dixon looks at the reaction to a controversial decision by the British government.
Row sparked over drug adviser sacking

